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corrections shown in gray highlighted text. The Postal Service regrets any

inconvenience and submits that this filing should not prejudice any party in this

proceeding.
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To be clear, the Postal Service agrees that if it were it to develop a
network modeling tool that incorporated considerably more network facility and
operating data than were utilized by withess Rosenberg, it might seek to employ
that hypothetical tool to engage in an optimization exercise, if that were its goal.
Or, as it relates to the task at hand, the Postal Service might have relied on such
a tool in a manner that permitted it to minimize its reliance on iterative rounds of
management expert analysis that were undertaken to refine the consolidated
network concept suggested by its LogicNet model before subjecting it to the AMP
review process. Or, given unlimited time and resources, the Postal Service might
have developed and relied on a much more robust network modeling tool that
incorporated the granular facility-specific mail processing, equipment,
transportation, and customer impact data that are examined as a part of the AMP
process. Under such circumstances perhaps, the facility consolidation decisions
of the Network Operations Vice President could be reduced to a simple review
and approval of model outputs. However, the various statutory service
obligations that the Postal Service must weigh in the balance when considering
substantially nationwide service changes and the customer input reviewed during
the service standard rulemaking and under the USPS Handbook PO-408 Area
Mail Processing guidelines all combine to make such a myopic reliance on
model-generated optimality outputs problematic.

2. The tremendous value of judgment obtained through
actual day-to-day management must be acknowledged.

A typical criticism at page 28 of the GCA Initial Brief points to Public

Representative witness Raghavan’s skepticism about the outputs produced by
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intervals for such clustered responses are the same as those produced under the
assumption of normal distributions, except that they are bounded by, for
example, zero. In accordance with standard market research industry practice,
she did not bound her reported confidence intervals when first provided.
However, any party interested in doing so can apply those bounds it believes are
best applied. See Tr. Vol. 12 at 4402-05, 4476. No parties took advantage of
the opportunity to do so in their initial briefs or otherwise. But claims that

confidence intervals are misreported are themselves erroneous.

C. The Public Representative Conflates Risk Sources, Thereby
Wandering Far Afield.

At pages 23-24 of its Initial Brief, the Public Representative (PR) makes a
speculative argument about sources of risk that treats risk as if it all exists in a
single domain. First, the PR mentions risk for the Postal Service inherent in the
market research, which witness Elmore-Yalch confirms is a risk of
underestimating the negative financial consequences of MPNR. But then the
Public Representative ties such risk to the quite distinct risk that the market
research industry corrects for using such techniques as the Juster Scale. Since
survey respondents over-project their quantitative estimates of future behavior,
established market research industry practice is to correct for such risk with the
purpose of arriving at accurate estimates of future behavior. The Public
Representative treats these as if the two forms of risk partake of the same scale.
Yes, they both exist, and they run, in some sense, in opposite direction. Butin
no sense are the two offsetting; market research conducted without correcting for

survey respondent over-projection would not be consistent with industry
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